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Non-Final Office Action 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 11-13, 17, 20-22, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Tentij et al., U.S. Patent 6,513,129. 

Referring to claims 1,11, and 20: 

a. In Figure 1 , Tentij et al. disclose network elements. 

b. In column 1 , lines 40-44, Tentij et al. disclose that the system includes a 
gateway and a management processor system. The gateway is communicatively 
connected to a network for receiving alarm incidents from the network (a gateway 
managing the network element and receiving fault alarm incidents from the 
network element). 

c. In column 4, lines 43-47, Tentij et al. disclose management processors for 
handling policies relating to elements, the network, service, or business 
(distributed management servers communicatively associated with the gateway). 
Further, in column 5, lines 15-18, Tentij et al. disclose that basic control object 
processing is performed in the distributed gateways with advanced processing 
being performed in the management processor system (distributed management 
servers receiving control from said gateway to process said fault alarm 
incidents). 
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d. In column 4, lines 43-47, Tentij et al. disclose management processors for 
handling policies relating to elements, the network, service, or business. Further, 
in column 5, lines 28-34, Tentij et al. disclose that the management processor 
system may be implemented on one or more connected servers such that each 
processor may be physically distinct from the other (distributed management 
servers; and policy objects distributed across the distributed management 
servers so that each policy object resides on and is executable by a respective 
distributed management server). 

e. In column 1 , lines 41-47, Tentij et al. disclose that the gateway has a rule 
engine for selecting a control object from a set of control objects based on 
information from the alarm incident, and processing the selected control object. 
The management processor system has a processor for processing configuration 
objects in response to the selected control object for implementing fault 
management objectives defined by at least one user. Further, in column 4, lines 
43-47, Tentij et al. disclose that identifying and parsing involves identifying the 
incident's source and associated management level so that it may be processed 
in the correct management processor (each policy object defining fault 
management behavior for managing the network element by the gateway, 
wherein a respective policy object is executed by the distributed management 
server on which the policy object resides in response to a respective fault alarm 
incident received by the gateway and associated with the policy object, to 
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thereby implement the fault management behavior defined by the respective 
policy object in response to the respective fault alarm incident), 
f. In column 1 , lines 41-47, Tentij et al. disclose that the gateway has a rule 
engine for selecting a control object from a set of control objects based on 
information from the alarm incident, and processing the selected control object. 
The management processor system has a processor for processing configuration 
objects in response to the selected control object for implementing fault 
management objectives defined by at least one user. Further, in column 4, lines 
43-47, Tentij et al. disclose that identifying and parsing involves identifying the 
incident's source and associated management level so that it may be processed 
in the correct management processor (wherein said gateway is capable of 
determining which said policy object corresponds to said fault alarm incident, 
said gateway is capable of selecting a distributed management server from said 
distributed management servers that is related to said policy object, said gateway 
capable of routing said fault alarm incident to said selected distributed 
management server. Further, in column 5, lines 15-18, Tentij et al. disclose that 
basic control object processing is performed in the distributed gateways with 
advanced processing being performed in the management processor system 
(said gateway capable of transferring control of processing said fault alarm 
incident according to said policy object to said selected distributed management 
server). 
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Referring to claims 2, 12, and 21, in column 4, lines 36-47, Tentij et al. disclose 
that the gateways include a rule engine for identifying and parsing incoming incidents 
that involves identifying the incident's source and associated management level so that 
it may be processed in the correct management processor (a decision object stored in 
the gateway, the decision object defining decision behavior for routing fault alarm 
incidents received by the gateway from the network element to an appropriate 
distributed management server for execution of a policy object residing on said 
appropriate distributed management server). 

Referring to claims 3 and 13, in column 7, lines 44-56, Tentij et al. disclose that 
the gateway rule engine uses a combination of hierarchical and relational logic for 
selecting the "closest" control object. The incoming incident is matched, from very 
specifically to very generally, against a set of possible control object name strings. For 
example, an incident could include information about a network element including its 
domain, its function, and its specific assigned identification code. The rule engine would 
look for a control object name with all of these parameters; however, if not found, it 
could then select one with two or even just one of the parameters (the decision object is 
a data path tree associating attributes of the network element with a respective policy 
object). 

Referring to claims 7, 17, and 25, in column 8, lines 35-39, Tentij et al. disclose 
that the management processing system would take appropriate action such as 
displaying alert information on the display terminal interface. In other cases, the basic 
processing in the gateway may directly cause an alert message to be displayed on the 
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Alert Display (an alert server generating alerts based on fault conditions in accordance 
with the policy objects). 

Referring to claim 8, in column 6, lines 23-27, Tentij et al. disclose that the MIB 
(management information base) is an information base for storing objects and rules for 
managing the network tag in response to incoming incidents. In one embodiment, MIB 
comprises Network elements section, application rules section, and configuration 
objects section (a management information base operable to store software objects 
corresponding to the network element). 

Referring to claim 22, in column 6, lines 23-27, Tentij et al. disclose that the MIB 
(management information base) is an information base for storing objects and rules for 
managing the network tag in response to incoming incidents. In one embodiment, MIB 
comprises Network elements section, application rules section, and configuration 
objects section (means for associating attributes of the managed network elements with 
the distributed management servers for implementing the fault management behaviors 
defined by the software). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 4-6, 9, 10, 14-16, 19, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tentij et al., U.S. Patent 6,513,129 B1, and further in view of 
Fenger et al., U.S. Patent 6,751 ,659 B1 . 
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Referring to claims 4 and 14, in column 6, lines 23-27, Tentij et al. disclose an 
MIB that is an information base for storing objects and rules for managing the network 
tag in response to incoming incidents. However, Tentij et al. don't explicitly disclose a 
policy server communicatively coupled to the distributed management servers, the 
policy server storing policy objects and operable to distribute the stored policy objects to 
the distributed management servers. In column 1, lines 60-65, Fenger et al. disclose 
that the primary server (policy server) maintains and manages a set of policy rules in a 
form of a policy tree. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of 
the invention to include the policy server of Fenger et al. into the system of Tentij et al. 
A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make the modification 
because a central location for storing policy rules allows a user of the system to change 
a policy and have the changes reflected in all of sub-systems (see Fenger et al.: column 
2, lines 30-40). This simplifies the process of making policy rule changes. 

Referring to claims 5, 15, and 19, in column 7, lines 10-14, Tentij et al. disclose a 
configuration editor used for editing the configuration objects within the configuration 
objects section. Configuration objects are edited in order to change how incoming 
incidents are processed so as to effectuate the objectives or policies of the 
management system (a policy builder user interface communicatively coupled to the 
policy server, the policy builder user interface operable to receive input from a user for 
defining policy objects). 

Referring to claims 6 and 16, in column 2, lines 57-67 continued in column 3, 
lines 1-8, Fenger et al. disclose that the target identifies itself, describes its capabilities 



Application/Control Number: 09/972,541 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2113 

and roles in the network, such as giving user ID or requesting certain resources, and 
describes how it is configured to work within the network. The policy server uses the 
information about the target as a filter to select the relevant subset of policy information 
for delivery to the target (a configuration file communicatively accessible by the policy 
server, the configuration file storing information defining the distributed management 
servers to which the policy objects are to reside). 

Referring to claim 9, in column 7, lines 10-14, Tentij et al. disclose a configuration 
editor used for editing the configuration objects within the configuration objects section. 
Configuration objects are edited in order to change how incoming incidents are 
processed so as to effectuate the objectives or policies of the management system (a 
policy builder comprising an interface operable to receive user input defining said 
information stored to the configuration file). 

Referring to claim 10, in column 2, lines 63-67 continued in column 3, lines 1-8, 
Fenger et al. disclose that the target identifies itself, describes its capabilities and roles 
in the network, such as giving user ID or requesting certain resources, and describes 
how it is configured to work within the network. The policy server uses the information 
about the target as a filter to select the relevant subset of policy information for delivery 
to the target (logic executable to distribute the policy objects to the distributed 
management servers in accordance with the configuration file). 

Referring to claim 23, in column 6, lines 23-27, Tentij et al. disclose an MIB that 
is an information base for storing objects and rules for managing the network tag in 
response to incoming incidents. However, Tentij et al. don't explicitly disclose a means 
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for distributing the software objects to the distributed management servers. In column 
1 , lines 60-65, Fenger et al. disclose that the primary server maintains and manages a 
set of policy rules in a form of a policy tree and distributes them accordingly. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the invention to include the 
primary server of Fenger et al. into the system of Tentij et al. A person of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to make the modification because a central 
location for storing policy rules allows a user of the system to change a policy and have 
the changes reflected in all of sub-systems (see Fenger et al.: column 2, lines 30-40). 
This simplifies the process of making policy rule changes. 

Referring to claim 24, in column 7, lines 10-14, Tentij et al. disclose a 
configuration editor used for editing the configuration objects within the configuration 
objects section. Configuration objects are edited in order to change how incoming 
incidents are processed so as to effectuate the objectives or policies of the 
management system (means for graphically generating the software objects). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed June 24, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

6. On page 9, under section II (2), the Applicant argues, "Tentij teaches away from 
Applicant's distributed management servers as claimed in amended claim 1 The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. In column 5, lines 15-18, Tentij et al. disclose that 
basic control object processing is performed in the distributed gateways with advanced 
processing being performed in the management processor system. Claim 1 states that 
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the distributed management servers receive control from said gateway to process said 
fault alarm incidents. This limitation doesn't state that the gateways can't perform 
processing before forwarding the fault alarm. Tentij et el. still teach forwarding the fault 
to a management processor. 

7. On page 9, under section II (3), the Applicant argues, "Tentij discloses a Yule 
engine 1 in the gateway that determines the 'closest' object (col. 8, lines 16-30). 
Applicant, on the other hand, claims (amended claim 1 ) that a gateway can determine 
which policy object corresponds to which fault alarm incident." The Examiner doesn't 
see the difference considering that the gateway of Tentij et al. is still capable of 
determining which policy object corresponds to which fault alarm incident. How Tentij et 
al. arrive at this conclusion is not important since the Applicant only claims that the 
gateway determines which policy object corresponds to which fault alarm incident and 
not how the gateway arrives at this conclusion. 

8. On page 10, under section II (3) (a), the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully 
points out that Tentij states that the gateway processes the selected control object (col. 
1 , line 44), which is contrary to Applicant's amended claim 1 in which the gateway is 
capable of transferring control of processing the fault alarm incident according to the 
policy object to the selected distributed management server." The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. This aspect of Tentij et al. is not contrary to the Applicant's 
invention because Tentij et al. still forwards the fault to management processors (see 
column 5, lines 15-18). 
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9. On page 10, under section II (3) (b), the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully 
points out that Tentij teaches away from Applicant's claimed policy objects distributed 
across distributed management servers because Tentij states that 'cross element 
manager or cross domain processing would typically not be carried out in the gateways' 
(col. 5, lines 18-20), and further, that 'the management processor system... perform 
basic, as well as advanced processing tasks, for managing or implementing a given 
function (e.g. fault,...) across various management layers' (col. 5, lines 23-28)." The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. The section cited by the Applicant teaches that faults 
distributed across gateways would not include cross element manager or cross domain 
processing. However, faults can still be distributed across management processors. 

10. On page 11, under section II (3) (c), the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully 
points out that Tentij states that a fault processing system is controlled by a gateway. 
On the contrary, Tentij does not disclose Applicant's claimed gateway that is capable of 
selecting a distributed management server, routing a fault alarm incident to the selected 
distributed management server, and transferring control of processing the fault alarm 
incident to the selected distributed management server, because Tentij does not 
disclose a transfer of control." The Examiner respectfully disagrees for at least the 
rejection above and the reasons given in paragraph 8. 

11. On page 12, under section III, the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully 
asserts that Fenger teaches away from Applicant's claimed policy objects that define 
fault management behavior and that are distributed across distributed management 
servers so that each policy object resides on and executable by a respective distributed 
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management server (amended claim 11). On the contrary, Fenger states that policy 
rules are conditions for a user/application system to access a resource, and that not all 
of the policy rules need to be distributed to each and every component in the network 
(col. 1 , lines 53-54). In the system of Fenger, rules are picked from the policy tree and 
distributed individually instead of Applicant's claimed defining policy objects (Applicant's 
claim 5)." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The limitation of claim 1 1 does not 
state that each policy object exists on every management server but rather states that 
each policy object is on a respective management server. This is in line with what is 
taught by Fenger. 

12. On page 13, under section III, the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully points 
out that the teachings of Tentij and Fenger together do not describe Applicant's claimed 
policy objects that are stored and distributed from a policy server (applicant's claim 4)." 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees for at least the reasons given in the rejection 
above. 

13. On page 13, under section III, the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully points 
out that Tentij teaches an editor, but Tentij does not teach a user interface, as Applicant 
claims (claim 5)." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The editor must have some 
kind of user interface, therefore, it is inherent. How could the editor be used without a 
user interface? The Examiner requests that the Applicant show how the editor is used 
without a user interface. 

14. On page 13, under section III, the Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully points 
out that nowhere does Fenger disclose policy objects, so that the combination of Fenger 
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with Tentij to meet the deficiencies of Tentij is not appropriate." The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. The entire reference of Fenger et al. is concerned with policy 
information. The Examiner doesn't see how Fenger et al. couldn't possibly have policy 
objects. In the Abstract alone, Fenger et al. discuss a data structure, which is an object. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael C. Maskulinski whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-3649. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Beausoliel can be reached on (571 ) 272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 



For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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